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pair; 

In reply to yours of the Sth instant, in relation to the 
brittle character of a certain proportion of Nickel Blanks sup- 
-plied by Joseph Wharton under contract, and asking my advice in 
the matter, I have to say that as this is purely a matter of 
practice I do not see how I can aid you, exeept to sustain you in 
a rigid construction of the contraet by the rejeetion of blanks 
of even a doubtful character. 

If by no other means you ean secure a proper execution of 
the contract so as to render impossible the introduction of bad 
pieces in any delivery, the whole delivery should be rejected. 
If the bad character of the blanks is manifested only after 
vei the rejection should take place whenever the evil is 
revealed. In other words, the delivery aires finally 
accepted until the blanks are’ thoroughly tested, after striking 
as well as before. 

So far as I am aware the evil complained of is one that has 
not happened in the manipulation by the mint of the same alloy. 


Thus the inferenee is that the evil results entirely from defective 
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operation on the part of the contractor, 


Very respectfully, 


Hon. Daniel M. Fox, 


Superintendent U.S. Mint, ai 
Philadelphia. | ; 5 
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NARA RG104, Entry 1, Box 149 


[Abstract:] In reply to letter of 5th inst. relative to brittle character of nickel blanks... 


Treasury Department, 
Bureau of the Mint, 
Washington, D.C., 
January 7, 1888 


Sir: 


In reply to yours of the 5th instant, in relation to the brittle character of a certain 
proportion of Nickel Blanks supplied by Joseph Wharton under contract, and asking my advice 
in the matter, I have to say that as this is purely a matter of practice I do not see how I can aid 
you, except to sustain you in a rigid construction of the contract by the rejection of blanks of 
even a doubtful character. 


If by no other means you can secure a proper execution of the contract so as to render 
impossible the introduction of bad pieces in any delivery, the whole delivery should be rejected. 
If the bad character of the blanks is manifested only after striking, the rejection should take place 
whenever the evil is revealed. In other words, the delivery should not be finally accepted until 
the blanks are thoroughly tested, after striking as well as before. 


So far as I am aware the evil complained of is one that has not happened in the 
manipulation by the mint of the same alloy. Thus the inference is that the evil results entirely 
from defective operation on the part of the contractor. 


Very respectfully, 
James P. Kimball 
Director of the Mint. 


Hon. Daniel M. Fox, 
Superintendent U.S. Mint, 
Philadelphia. 


